Foreign language teachers' codeswitching (CS) between Foreign Language (FL) and Mother Tongue (MT) in class has been under discussion for years. Out of the pedagogical concern, many teaching practitioners conducted various studies in different contexts aiming at describing, quantifying, and interpreting teachers' CS between FL and MT in class. However, up till now little attention is paid to students' perceptions and understandings of teachers' CS, which may help improve educators' understanding of the phenomenon in FL classrooms. This paper presents the result of two focus group interviews with groups of Chinese university students at their third and fourth year of college.
Introduction
Foreign language teachers' switch between Foreign Language (FL) and Mother Tongue (MT) in class has been under discussion for years. Out of the pedagogical concern, many teaching practitioners conducted various studies in different contexts aiming at describing, quantifying, and interpreting teachers' Codeswitching (CS) in class. However, till now very little attention is paid to students' perceptions and understandings of teachers' CS, which could inform FL teaching to a certain extent. This paper presents the result of two focus group interviews with groups of Chinese university students at their third and fourth year of college. Following a formal interview outline, issues on students' recall, understanding, and evaluation of teachers' CS are addressed in the interview. Based on the analysis of the results, a deeper understanding on foreign language teachers' CS is gained and a framework for investigating foreign language teachers' CS in Chinese universities is proposed with hypothesis generated. communication where at least two languages are at play. It is viewed either as "an inevitable consequence of bilingualism" (Hudson, 2007, p. 51) or as a communication strategy that can be actively adopted by people in realization of their interpersonal communication goals (Gal, 1988, p. 247) . Wardhaugh (2004, p. 100) implied that the switching between two codes is itself a code which may convey certain social and interpersonal meanings. In this sense, CS is additive, rather than mutually exclusive (LI, 2014) . Based on the structure of CS, it can be classified into two types: intra-sentential and inter-sentential.
Research on CS includes the grammatically oriented approaches and socially oriented approaches. The former attends to the grammatical structure of CS, while the latter aims to capture where the occurrence of CS matches, reflects, enhances change in situation and account for motivations for CS on a particular occasion (LI, 2014) .
Codeswitching in FL Classrooms
In the FL teaching context, CS refers to the switch between the target language (TL) and MT. Research on CS in this domain has undergone three stages of development. The first stage is characterized by the debate over the MT use in FL classrooms. Taking a prescriptive perspective, literature supporting or opposing the MT use can both be found out with no clear result as to which side wins (e.g., Macdonald, 1993; Nunan, 1991; Harbord, 1992; Macaro, 1997; Ellis, 1985) . A shift from prescription to description marks the second stage in which teachers' MT use in FL classrooms are observed, described, quantified, and accounted (e.g., Macaro, 2001) . The need and value of CS between MT and FL are addressed (Atkinson, 1993; Chambers, 1992; Dickson, 1996; Macaro, 1996 Macaro, , 2001 Mitchell, 1988; Neil, 1997) . CS was introduced as a positive substitute for "the use of first language (L1)" and "recourse to L1" (Macaro, 2003) . The third stage aims to generate a principled view on teachers' CS (Levine, 2003; Van Der Meij & Zhao, 2010) . The effect and quality of teachers' CS are investigated (e.g., Ustunel & Seedhouse, 2005; Edstrom, 2006; Van Der Meij & Zhao, 2010; etc.) . However, few studies have embraced students' perspectives and their views on teachers' CS are largely neglected. Therefore, the current study intends to investigate the nature of teachers' CS from students' perspectives. For the purpose of convenience, this paper does not distinguish the difference between second language and FL. Rather, "first language (L1)" and MT, "second language (L2)" and FL are used interchangeably.
Research Design

Research Questions
This study attempts to answer the following questions: (1) Is CS between L1 and L2 a common phenomenon in FL classes, if yes, to what extent? (2) Do students notice their teachers' CS in FL classes and what types of CS are being noticed? (3) What factors do students believe to have influenced teachers' CS in class? (4) What are the implications on conducting a systematic study on teachers' CS in Chinese universities?
Methods
Focus group interviews were used to collect students' understanding and perceptions of teachers' CS. The interviews were designed to be centered on four major topics, each of which is followed by several sub-questions (see Table 1 ). Topic one aims at gaining a general picture of teachers' CS in classes at the Biomedical English Department. Topic two and three are used to explore students' attitudes toward, effects and perceptions of reasons for teachers' CS. Topic four meant to deepen the investigation on the necessity of certain types of CS in terms of fulfilling specific pedagogical functions in class. It hopes to seek the different strategies used by monolingual foreign teachers where bilingual foreign language teachers adopt CS. Two group interviews were conducted by the researcher separately. The interviews took place in the researchers' office and each ran for 1.5 hours. Both were conducted in a semi-structured manner so as to encourage participants to expand their discussion by fully expressing themselves. The interviews were audio-recorded.
Subjects
Students majoring in Biomedical English at Peking University Health Science Center, where the researcher works at, were invited to participate in the study. Four students from the 2007 Biomedical English major class and seven 2006 Biomedical English majors were invited to form the first and second focus group respectively (see Table 2 ). Among the 11 participants, six are female and five male. Biomedical English is a five-year undergraduate program which adopts similar syllabus on English language and literature to all other English major programs in Chinese universities. At the time of interview, the 2007 group was in their seventh semester and the 2006 group in their ninth semester, both having finished all the English courses required by the department. Students in each group were from the same class and had the same experiences of attending all sorts of compulsory English courses. As the interviewer, the researcher has taught the two groups intensive reading courses in their freshmen year and has been keeping in touch with them since then. Therefore, both the interviewer and the interviewees knew each other and the interviews went on in a relaxing atmosphere.
Pseudonyms are used to protect participants' privacy. 
Results
Reflections on Topic 1: Recall All Classes You Have Taken in Which Teachers Not Only Use English But Also Use Chinese
Under this umbrella topic, several sub questions are asked to solicit participants' thoughts and ideas. The questions are as shown in Table 3 . Table 3 Topic 1 Sub-questions
Are there many classes in which L1 is used? Is the use of L1 universal in English classes?
1.2 Do some teachers speak more L1 than others? Examples.
1.3
Recall typical classes where the most L1 and the least L1 is used.
1.4
Your attitudes toward the classes with varied amount of L1 use.
1.5
Describe teachers' use of L1 in these classes.
1.6
Has teachers' choice of language posed any influence on you?
1.7 Are you satisfied with teachers' current L1 use in class? Do you prefer teachers to speak more or less L1?
Both the 2006 and 2007 group agreed that it is a common phenomenon that teachers speak Chinese in English classes. In particular, Sen claimed that in the first two years at university, teachers use very little L1 in class, while in the third year, teachers used L1 a lot. His claim was confirmed by other students from both groups, which demonstrate that some teachers do speak more L1 than others. English courses in the first two years mainly focus on basic language skills including reading, speaking, listening, and writing. While courses in the third year are advanced, composed of advanced reading, British and American literature, British and American Culture, Translation and Interpretation.
When they were asked to recall the typical classes where L1 is used the most and the least, Xiao immediately thought of the marked case of foreign teachers' class and asked if that would account for the least. The interviewer made it explicit that issues on foreign teachers' class would be discussed later on as a separate issue. Then students offered three courses where teachers used much L1 (advanced reading, translation, and British and American literature) and one case where very little L1 is used (oral English class in the first two years).
Students in both groups hold favorable attitudes to the L1 use in British and American literature class, conducted by an experienced professor specialized in literature and philosophy. Lei said that "Professor Zhang is so used to speaking Chinese in class that whenever she starts to talk, Chinese comes out first very naturally and spontaneously" (personal communication, Jan. 12th, 2011) . Sen (2007 group) and Yan (2006 group) interpreted that Professor Zhang used L1 to express vividly her strong passion and love toward literature. Qi (2006 group) added that "sometimes Professor Zhang has to explain to us some very philosophical ideas which are better understood in L1, while other times, she may translate the English literature work into
Chinese to allow us to appreciate the work" (personal communication, Jan. 13th, 2011) . When the interviewer attempted to comment that maybe she felt more confident to express her emotion fully and present her in-depth thoughts in L1, Xiao rebutted that Professor Zhang's quick and immediate translation from English to
Chinese upon looking at the English poem is amazing and quite admirable to students. Sen (2007 group) further commented that
Since the purpose of her class is to let us learn to appreciate the beauty of literature, as long as we can feel and taste that beauty, we are full-filled. It does not matter as for which language is adopted. (personal communication, Jan. 12th, 2011) Chen recalled that in advanced reading class the teacher would speak L2 first and then switch to L1 when there is no response or a lack of comprehension from the students. In general, the teacher would like to speak L2 but had to switch to L1 under some pressure. Both the translation and oral English classes are considered typical cases that students believed it is the course type that determines the quantity of L1 use.
Regarding the influence of teachers' language choice on students' English proficiency, Xiao offered a positive but vague answer by saying that "there is certain influence but the influence is not very big" (personal communication, Jan. 12th, 2011) . Wan disagreed by claiming that "some students would imitate teachers' language and therefore teachers' language choice is influential" (personal communication, Jan. 12th, 2011). Long (2006 group) confirmed that students would tend to speak more L1 if teachers used a lot of L1 in class. Although there has not been well designed study on the influence of teachers' L1 use on that of students', Turnbull and Arnett (2002) reported that a direct correlation between L2 achievement and teacher use of L2 has been worked out by some early studies.
In general, both groups reported their content with the current situation of teacher's L1 use, however Wan in the 2007 group and Chen in the 2006 group insisted that they would prefer teachers to use more L2 in class. "Personally, I would wish teachers keep on speaking English in class. The precondition is that the teacher has a good command and control of English", remarked by Chen, Sometimes, teachers switched to L1 or used very simple words to express their meaning so as to avoid miss-comprehension. However, by such a switch, they may have deprived an opportunity from us. We could have been stretched to another level of learning and what's more, the explanation in Chinese can be very different from interpreting an item in the context of English language. (personal communication, Jan. 13th, 2011) Chen's remark is indeed inspiring. Teachers, rather than switch to accommodate to the students' proficiency level for easy comprehension, should have investigated and understood students' deeper needs for learning and growing in the first place.
Reflections on Topic 2: Purposes for Which Teachers' Switch From English to Chinese
Students were asked firstly to account for teachers' purposes by CS in class and then tick the eight purposes listed in Table 4 . They came up with four types of purposes: classroom management, translation, comprehension enhancement, and interactive effects, which composed half of the listed purposes discovered by prior researchers (Duff & Polio, 1990) . For the eight listed purposes, they all ticked yes besides the last one, indicating that they have experienced teachers' CS on all listed purposes. One particularly interesting discussion was brought up by Fang (2006 group) relating to the last purpose. She recalled that in the freshmen intensive reading classes that the researcher taught, the teacher, was not prompted by students' L1 use, instead, she would help and insist students to express themselves in English. Fang said, When a student spoke in L1 to raise a question or provide an answer, you would restate his/her meaning in English and clarify with the student whether it was what he/she meant. If yes, you would insist the student to repeat the English version. (personal communication, Jan. 13th, 2011) Thanks to her reminding, the researcher realized that she did do that in class although unconsciously.
However, it is a good point to rethink about the situation where CS occurs. Although teachers and students generally agreed that teachers switch to achieve certain purposes as listed above, it does not mean the CS is the only tool teachers can use to reach these purposes. As Edstrom (2006) 
Reflections on Topic 3: Factors Influencing Teachers' CS
Based on four sub-questions under this topic (see Table 5 ), students have reported several factors influencing teachers' CS. The most generally recognizable one is the consideration of students' proficiency and level of comprehension in English. Tian and Chen remarked that teachers usually switch to L1 to make sure they have made themselves understood. The second factor is the type and target of courses. As mentioned in the passage following topic 1, students acknowledged that translation and oral English are two unmarked cases for the most and least L1 use respectively. Course type is an important factor influencing teachers' quantity and pattern of CS. Xiao proposed that the appropriateness of teacher CS should be measured against the target of the course. With the purpose of getting meaning through, a short switch to Chinese can be very helpful and efficient in class, while if the teacher meant to train students' language skills in listening and speaking, it is worthwhile to spend at a greater length explaining an item in English. Lastly, students also mentioned that teaching experience may be one factor affecting teachers' CS in class. Xiao expressed that "If a teacher is very experienced, he would be more skillful in dealing with cases where less experienced teachers had to switch to L1" (personal communication, Jan. 12th, 2011). To summarize, students discussed about student-related, course-related, and teacher-related factors. The course related factors well matched the findings from Van Der Meij and Zhao's (2010) study. 
Reflections on Topic 4: Recall Foreign Teachers' Classes
The main difference between Chinese teachers' class and that of foreign teachers' were addressed by four sub-questions (see Table 6 ). Students reported that the main differences rooted in the different social-cultural background of the teachers. "Chinese teachers are more sensitive to students' reactions in class" (personal communication, Jan. 12th, 2011) , said Lei, while some foreign teachers "kept their own way and speed of speaking without attempt to accommodate to us" (personal communication, Jan. 12th, 2011), reported by Wan. Sen admitted that in foreign teachers' classes, there were moments when he could not understand the teacher but felt reluctant to ask for clarification while in front of Chinese teachers, he would be very brave to raise his question and concern. In similar situations, students would wish foreign teachers could speak some Chinese.
However, some foreign teachers were reported to be very good at communicating with students, although they were unable to speak any Chinese. These teachers are considered being able to explain everything in a clear and logical manner in English. Fang reported a case in a foreign teacher's class, where the teacher asked one of the students who understood him to translate his words into Chinese so as to help the rest for comprehension. The students all agreed that he was very clever and wise to do that as he made the best of the language resources existing in the classroom. Both L1 and L2 are the language resources in the classroom that can be functionally used to achieve pedagogical purposes. However, they may not share the equal status in L2 class. To what extent is L1 functionally irreplaceable by L2 is in need of investigation. However, it is known from the foreign teachers' case that CS is but only one of the communicative strategies for language teaching. 
Conclusion Findings
Through the focus group interviews, it is found that teachers' CS between FL and MT is a common phenomenon in FL classes at university levels. The amount of CS varies in different types of courses. Students can notice many of the instances of CS and are able to show their understanding of teachers' choices of different codes in specific instances.
Students agree that teachers switch for pedagogical and interpersonal purposes such as classroom administrative vocabulary, grammar instruction, classroom management, empathy, practicing English, unknown vocabulary/translation, and lack of comprehension. They disagree with each other on the interactive reason that students' use of L1 may prompt teachers' L1 use.
In terms of the factors influencing teachers' choice of codes in class, students came up with student-related, course-related, and teacher-related ones which can be further summarized as course type related and individual traits related. The former implies that different types of courses may generate different needs on CS. The latter indicates the complexity of CS as a social activity, whose nature is determined to be the interaction between its actor and agent.
According to all participants, foreign teachers do take a different approach. To achieve smooth communication, they either speak slowly and choose easy words or ask for a Chinese student to help translate a word to the rest of the class, which can be considered as a form of invited CS. It is interesting to learn more about the alternative approaches foreign teachers take when Chinese teachers tend to rely on CS.
Proposals for Future Studies
Inspired by the findings of the study, a framework on studying teachers' CS in Chinese universities is proposed. Such a framework does not mean to produce fixed regulations on CS for teachers to follow, but instead, it hopes to provide a holistic picture on both the quantity and quality of CS in FL classrooms. Teachers are suggested to find their own position through the help of it.
The framework is composed of two parts: quantity and quality of CS. By quantity, it hopes to propose a hypothesis through which the ideal quantity of teachers' CS in L2 classrooms can be predicted. Two important factors, student proficiency and course type, which can influence the quantity are included in the Quantity Hypothesis Model as indicators for the variation of the quantity of CS (see Figure 1) . As shown in Figure 1 , the X axis represents course types. At the top of the X axis is the course expecting a regular amount of L1 use, such as translation courses where CS is used regularly, while at the bottom of the axis is the course involving the minimum amount of use in L1, like oral English class. The higher on the scale, the bigger amount of CS is expected by students and teachers, the lower, the smaller amount is desired. The X axis is a continuum where all courses can locate themselves somewhere according to the amount of L1 use required by the course type. The Y axis stands for students' proficiency in L2, with the higher proficiency at the left and lower at the right. Students' proficiency can be measured in accordance with their grades in the locally acceptable formal tests. It is hypothesized that the more a course allows the use of L1 and the lower students' proficiency is, the larger the quantity of CS is and vice versa. This hypothesis needs to be tested.
As for the quality of CS, a Possibility Model (see Figure 2) is proposed. Firstly, the current functions of CS in L2 classrooms need to be found out. Then, for each specific function, a Possibility Model will be created. The model is displayed through a continuum, on which three different prototype practices from the novice teachers (NT), the experienced teachers (ET), and the well-qualified foreign teacher (FT) respectively are located according to the amount of L1 used. The quantity of L1 use decreases from the left to the right. It is predicted that the novice teachers' practice is at the left end while the foreign teachers' practice the right, and X (course type)
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Low that of the experienced teachers' lies somewhere in between. The model does not attempt to produce standard ways for practices on CS, rather, it hopes to offer a range of possibilities on the performance of a particular pedagogical function. Along with the continuum, course type-related factors such as course objective and individual traits including teachers' competence and belief, students' proficiency and needs, etc. are attached to help justify teachers' choice of codes in their own specific context of teaching. It is hoped that such a framework would not only inspire researchers to conduct systematic research on Chinese foreign language teachers' CS, but also assist teaching practitioners in the following aspects: Firstly, raise their awareness on the existence and nature of CS in FL classrooms; secondly, provide teachers with a reference framework for the design of their own CS in class; thirdly, invite teachers, both the novice and the experienced, to constantly reflect upon their uses of CS so as to better fulfill pedagogical and communicative purposes.
